
















































PREHISTORIC AND illSTORIC BACKGROUND 

WhJe caBh labor was initially 
used, gradually owners turned away from 
wage labor contrscts, at least partially 
because of the scarcity of money, but also 
because of the prevailing belief among 
whites that blacks were so lazy that with 
money in their pockets they would not 
work. In its place two kinds of tenancy -
sharecropping and renting - developed. 
whJe very different, both succeeded in 
making land ownership very difficult, if not 
impossible, for the vast majority of Blacks. 

Sharecropping required the tenant 
to pay his landlord part of the crop 
produced, while renting required that he 
pay a fi.-,:ed rent in either crops or money. 
In sharecropping the tenant supplied the 
labor and one-half of the fertJizer, the 
landlord supplied everything else - land, 
house, tools, work animals, animal feed, 
wood for fuel, and the other half of the 
needed fertilizer. In ceturn the landlord 
received half of the crop at harvest. This 
system became known as "working on 
halves, 11 and the tenants as "half hands, n 

11half tenants. 11 

In share-renting, the landlord 
supplied the land, housing, and either one­
quarter or one-third of the fertilizer costs. 
The tenant supplied the labor, animals, 
animal feed, tools, seed, and the remainder 
of the fertilizer. At harvest the crop WBB 

divided in proportion to the amount of 
fertJizer that each party supplied. A 
number of variations on this occuned, one 

of the most common king "third and 

i.gure 9. Portion of the 1951 Gene.a/ Hig/1way and Transportation Map 

/or Orangeburg County. 

fourth," where the landlord received one-fourth of the 
cotton crop and one-third of all other orops. In cash­
renting the landlord provided the land and housing, with 
the renter providing everything else and paying a fixed 

rent in cash. 

An 1884 account of the county revealed that 
whJe there WBB only one textile mill (in the town of 
Orangeburg), there were 112 grist mJl. scattered across 
the countryside, along with 31 flour mills. All were 

using water power. .AB a vestige of the area's rice 

cultivation there was also one rice mill. Cash wages, 
when paid, were $4 to $6 a month, with rations, a 

house, and a small garden spot. The county had 322 
cotton ginB, each turning out about 4 bales a day. One 
of the most interesting observations was that South 
Carolina prohibition law was not observed and not 

enforced - apparently liquor flowed freely in 
Orangeburg (Anonymous 1884). 
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By 1900 the population of OranBeburg 
County was 59,663, with African Americans still 
dominating the population (41,442 or nearly 70%). By 
this time tenancy had become firmly established -
there were 8,408 fanns in the county, with an average 
size of just under 80 acres. Nearly 55% of the farms 
(n=4,613) were operated by cash tenants. 

Nevertheless, Orangeburg recovered with a 
vengeance. By 1900 the county produced 1,172,520 
bushels of corn, ranking it fust in com producrlion. It's 
nearest competitor was Sumter with 762,120 bushels. 
Orangebur~ also ranked first in cotton, producing 
65,433 bales or 0.55 bale per acre (again its closest 
competitor was Sumter County, which produced 
48,485 hales or 0.52 bale per acre). Wlule a certain 

amount of Orangeburg' s succeaa was related to its size, 

· it seem>l clear that the farms were generally profitably 
operated. 

Calhoun County emerged in 1908, created 
horn parts of Orangeburg and Lexington countieB. It 
was sn1all however, accounting for only 377 square 

miles. The population in 1910 was only 16,663. 

By 1920 there were 8,558 farms in 
Orangeburg County, most of which (n=4,037 or 47%) 
were between 20 and 49 acres in size. Two-tlilids of 
those farms were operated by African Americans. Of the 
8,558 fa!m>l, 5,644 (66%) were operated by tenants 
and 37o/o of these were share tenants, with an additional 
25% being croppers. Orangeburg County wae 

dominated by an agriculture focused solely on cotton 
and designed to maximize profits to owners while 
minimizing any hope for small farmere - black or 
white - to ever own land. 

The 1920s, however, were the beginning of the 
end for cotton. Cotton and tobacco prices both 
collapsed in 1920. This wae followed by both droughts 
and the boll weevil. Edgar observes that in 1930, "after 
nearly a decade of difficulties, South Carolina 
agriculture was about to go under. Farmland and 
buJdmgs had lost more than one-half of their value. 
One thu-d of the stale' s farms were mortgaged, and 70 
percent of the state's farmers survived on borrowed 

money'" (Edgar 1998:485). 
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In 1930 over 68% of all farms were operated 
by tenants. Only a thu-d of these were operated by cash 
tenants, with the bulk operated by other forms, 
primarily sharecropping. The mortgage problem was 
worse in Orangeburg than statewide - fully two-fifth. 
of the farme were mortgaged, with the average mortgage 
representing more than 40% of the farm's value. 

Cotton production continued to fall, with only 
a brief upswing during the 1940s as a result of the war 
effort. Wlule Orangeburg is still part of South 
Carolina's "c~tton belt," production has declined by over 
60% since 1949 and today less than 4% of the county's 
harvested land ie devoted to cotton. Of far greater 
importance are soybeans, corn, wheat and specialty 

crops, such as cucwnbere, watermelons, and cantaloupes 
(DeFrancesco 1988:2). 



METHODS 

Field Methods 

The initially proposed field techniques involved 
the placement of ,hovel test. at 100 to 200 foot 
interval.. These tests would be placed along the 
centerline of the corridor, with all fill being screened 
throngh 14 inch mesh. One transeot, running down the 

- centerline, was proposed since the corridor is only 7 5 
feet wide. In areaB of standing waler no test. wo1Jd be 
excavated. In areas of good surface visibJity (with 
eA"}'OSure of 75o/o or more of the ground surface) a 

pedestrian survey would be used in conjunction with 
shovel testing. Although some point. were missing, the 
centerline was staked at the time of our work, and 
following the corridor was relatively easy. 

Ali soJ from the shovel tests would be screened 
through '!. inch mesh, with each test numbered 
sequentially. Each test would measure about 1 foot 
square and would no~ally be taken to a depth of at 
least 1.5 foot. Ali cultural remains would be oolleoted, 
except for shell, mortar, and brick, which would be 
quantitatively noted in the field and du.carded. Notes 
would be maintained for profiles at any sites 
encountered. 

Should sites (defined by the presence of \;wo or 
more artifacts from either surface survey or shovel tests 
within a 25 feet area) be identified, further tests would 
be used to obtain data on site boundaries, artifact 
quantity and divensity, site integrity, and temporal 
affiktion. These tests would be pkced at 25 to 50 feet 
intervals in a simple crnciform pattern until two 

consecutive negative ahovel tests were encountered. The 
information required for completion of South Carolina 
Institute of Axchaeology and Antb:opology site forms 
would be collected and photographs would be taken, if 
warranted in the opinion of the field investigators. 

We du.covered that the corridor, approxin10tely 
9.8 miles in length, consisted of about 7.0 miles of 
wooded pa"tcek. In these at'eas conventional ehovel 

testing was conducted, although we occaBionally 
encountered rnoist or wet soils, hampering screening. 

Thia not so severe in any area that we opted to 
implement teating at 200 feet intervals. There were 

about l. 99 milea where the surface wibJity was 
adequate to allow a pedestrian survey. In most of these 

areas the fields had been recently oultivated, pknted, 
and rained on, allowing excellent (90 to 100%) surface 
visibJity. Nevertheless, where fields were present both 
shovel testing and a pedestrian survey were conducted. 

Approximately 0.66 mJe of the corridor was 

classified as wet - denoting either standing water or 

soJa so waterlogged that ehovel tests filled with waler as 
they -were being excavated. In these areas no shovel 

testing was conducted. These wel areas were, however, 
walked whenever the water was less than about 0.5 fool 
deep. A. the waler got deeper, typically only in the 
swamp areas of the North Fork of the Edisto River, the 
pedestrian survey was terminated. 

Finally, about 0.19 nule of the corridor 
consisted or roads. These areas were not shovel tested. 

A. a result of thiB work, a total of 475 shovel 
tests were excavated at 100 foot intervals. Thirty~five 
shovel tests were not excavated in area.::i of low, w-et soils1 

and an additional 10 shovel tests were not excavated 

where they fell into roadway•. 

Architect.ual Survey 

Because this project will use single poles of a 

very modest height, the architectural survey was linuted 
lo struotures with an APE defined as being within 0.1 
mile of the corridor. This eseentially linuted the survey 

1 The tests not excavated were between stations 240 
and :'!64 (at a tributary to Big Beaver Creek), 25Q and 265 
(at Big Beave' Creek), and 475 and 498 (al the North Fmk 
of tho Efulo River). 
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igure 10. Portion of the Harleys Millpond 7.5' USGS topographic map showing the project corridor. 
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METii ODS 

igu,e 11. Portion of the Harley• Millpond 7.5' USGS topographlo map showing the pwject corrido,. 
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igure 12. Portion of the Barleys Millpond and Pond Branch 7.5' USGS topographic map showing the project corridor. 
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METHODS 

to buildings either on, or immediately adjacent to, the 
proposed line. This, of course, was relatively easy to 
determine since the corridor was sta1ed in the field. For 
any structures present we anticipated completing a 

Statewide Survey Site Form with control numbers 

assigned by the S. C. Department of Archives and 
History. 

Site Evaluation 

Archaeological sites will be evaluated for 
further work based on the eligibility criteria for the 
National Register of Historic Places. Chicora 
Foundation only provides an -opinion of National 
Register eligibility and the final determination ls made 
by the lead federal agency in consultation with State 
Historic Preservation Officer at the South Carolina 
Department of Archives and History. 

The criteria for eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places ls described by 36CFR60.4, 
which stateso 

the quality of signilicance in 
American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and 

culture is present in districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objecrla 
that possess integrity of location, 
design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling, and 
association, and 

a. that are associated with events 
that have made a signilicant 
contribution to the broad patterns 
of our history; or 

b. that are associated with the live, 
of persons significant in our past; 

or 

c. that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction or that 

represent the work of a master, or 
that possess high arliatic values, or 
that represent a significant and 

distingu;,bable entity whose 
componenls may lack individual 
distinction; or 

d. that have yielded, or may be 
likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 

National R'gist.r Bulletin 36 (Townsend el al. 
1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five 
steps for forming a clearly defined explicit rationale for 
either the site's eligibility or lack of eligibility. Briefly, 
these steps are: 

•identification of the site's data sets 
or categories of archaeological 

information such as ceramics, hthics, 
subsistence remairui, architectural 
remains, or sub~surface features; 

• identilication of the historic 
context applicable to the site, 
providing a framework for the 
evaluative process; 

• identification of the important 

research questions the site might be 
able to ad.dress, given the data sets 
and the context; 

• evaluation of the site's 
archaeological integrity to ensure 
that the data sets were ruff;ciently 
well preserved to address the research 
questions; and 

• identification of important research 
questions among all of those which 
might be asked and anawered at the 
site. 

This approach, of course, has been developed 
for uee documenting eligibility of sites being actually 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places 
where the evaluative process must stand alone, with 
relatively ~ttle reference to other documentation and 

where typically only one site ls being considered. A. a 
result, some aspects of the evaluative process have been 
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summarized, but we have tried to foCUB on eaah 
archaeological site's ability to address sijinificant 
research topics within the context: of its available data 

sets. 

For architectural sites the evaluative process was 

somewhat different. Given the relatively limited 
architectural data available for most of the properties, 
we have foCUBed on evaluating these sites using National 
Register Criterion C, focusing on the site's "distinctive 

characteristics." Key to this concept is the issue of 
integrity. Thi. mearu that the properly needs to have 
retained, essentially intact, its physical identity from the 
hlstoric period. 

Particular attention would be given to the 
integrity of design, wotl:maruhip, and materials. Design 
includes the organization of space, proportion, scale, 
technology, ornamentation, and materials. As Nat;onaf 

Reg;st.r Buff,t;n 36 observes, "Recognizability of a 
property, or the ability of a property to convey its 
significance, depends largely upon the degree to which 
the design of the property ia intact• (T ownaend et al. 
1993,18). Workmanship ia evidence of the artisan's 
labor and sbll and can apply to either the entire 
property or to specific features of the property. Finally, 
materials - the physical items used on and in the 
properly - are "of paramount importance under 
Criterion c· (Towruend et al. 1993,19). Integrity here 
ia reflected by maintenance of the original material and 
avoidance of replacement materials. 

Laboratory .Analysis 

The cleaning and analysis of artifacts was 

conducted in Columbia at the Chicora Foundation 
laboratories. These materials have been catalogued and 
accessioned for curation at the South Carolina 

lnatitute of Archaeology and Anthropology, the closest 
regional repository. The site forms for the identified 
archaeological sites have been filed with the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. 
Field notes and photographic materials have been 
prepared for curation using archival standards and will 
be transferred to that agency as soon as the project is 

complete. 

Analysis of the hlstoria collectioru followed 
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professionally accepted standards with a level of 
intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of the 
remains. In general, the temporal, cultural, and 
typological classifications of the hi.toric remains follow 
suoh authors as Cushion (1976), Godden (1964, 
1985), Miller (1980, 1991), Noel Hume (1978), 
Norman-Wilcox (1965),. Peirce (1988), Price (1Q70), 
South (1977), and Walton (1976). Glaas artifacts are 
identified using sourcee such as Jones (1986), )ones and 
Sullivan (1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972), 
MaNally (1982), and Vose (1975). Sutton andArkush 
(1996) provide an excellent overview of a broad range of 
other historic materials. 



RESUL1S 

The mtensive ahovel teetmg and pedestrian 
survey identified four archaeological sites, one historic 

cemetery, and one architectural site on or adjacent to 

the 9.8 mile corridor (Figures 13-15). 

Three of the four archaeological sitee coneiBt 
of twentieth century domestic scatters, while one 
appears to represent a trash dump from the last half of 
the twentieth century. None of these sites are 
recommended eligible for inclusion on the Na ti anal 
Regieter of Historic Places. The cemetery iB outside (but 
cloee to) the propoeed corridor. It iB recommended 
potential]y ehgible under Criterion D, ability to 
contribute mfornu<tion. It will not, however, be affected 
by the proposed undertaking. Finally, one arohltectural 
eite was identified, a oa. 1900 farm complex, which 
includes the two previOu~ly mentioned cemetery. Tb 
site is little altered and is representative of a site type 

which iB rapidly diBappearmg. With additional research 
we beheve thiB Bite iB potentially ehgible. It will not, 
however, be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

Identi.iied Archaeoloeical Sites 

380R230 

collections were made. After the initial positive test a 
series of two additional shovel tests to the south were 

both negative, whJe one of three shovel teste to the west 
was poeitive and two of an additional foUf shovel tests to 
the north were positive. The location of the easement at 
the edge of Shamrock Road to the east allowed only one 
shovel test to be excavated to the east - it '\\laB positive. 

Based on thiB diBtribution of positive ahovel tests the 
site is estimated to cover an area abo~t 75 feet in 
diameter. 

The site iB situated on a ridge terrace about 
2,000 feel northwest of a tributaxy of Bolan MJl Creek 
and about 3,000 feet northeast of Rocky Swamp Creek. 
The elevation of the eite iB about 320 feet AMSL. The 
a hovel teals reveal an old A horizon to a depth of 0. 9 
foot consiBting of a very dark gray brown (2.5YR4/2) 
sand overlying a hght yellowing brown (10YR6/4) sand 
...hich extend. to at least 1.8 feet (the maximum depth 
of the shovel leste at thie site). All of the recovered 
material. came from the upper 0.7 to 0.9 fool of the 
\eels, representing the A or poseibly Ap horizon. ThiB 
soJ profile ie consiBtent with that of the Fuquay Sanda, 
on which the eite is located. Topography m the area iB 

level with virtuslly no elope. 

Table 2. 
Site 380R230 ie a hght eurface 

scatter of historic artifacts c.entered at station 
Artifacts Recovered from Shovel T eating at 380R230 

24+37 on the survey corridor {Figures 13 and 
16), ma fallow agricultural field just north of 
a South Carohna Pipehne Company gae 
easement. The central UTM coordinates for 

the site are 482400E 3710250N. The Bite iB 

eituated about 450 feet south of the 
intersection of Shamrock Road and Firetower 

Road (S-132). 

The eite was encountered durmg 
routine ehovel testing and the field's eurface 
viBibihty was less than 25%, eo no surface 

Artifu£!!! 
Whiteware, undec. 

Whiteware, deeal 
Container glass, brn. 
Container glass, clr. 

Container glaEs, blue 
Glaae, melted 
Nail, wire out 
Marble, gm glass 
Harness hrd, bras• 

Nl50 NlSO 
ElBQ !lrl/1 

3 
1 
1 2 

1 

1 

NlSO Nl75 N200 
!JWQ !lr!B !lr!B 

2 

2 5 4 
1 

1 

1 
1 
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igure 15. Portion of the Barleys Millpond and Pond Branch 7.5' USGS topographic maps showing sites identifie 
in the corridor. 
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The historic 
arlifacte recovered 

from this site are 
generally late­
nineteenth or early­

twentieth century in 
date. The presence of 
the decalcomania 
wbteware, however, 

li3 indicative of a poet 
1901 date (Orser et 
al. 1 982) and tk 
type of ware is still 
being manufactured 
today (although 
generally a 1926 
mean date is 

assigned). 

The site was 

being avoided by the 
plow as late as 197 4, 

igure 17. View of 380R231 loobng south from Begonia Road. 

when it is shown as a lightly wooded tract on aerial 

photographs (Defrancesco 1988:Map 14). The 
structure li3 also shown on the 1951 highway map. 

This site app€ars to represent a small, 

twentieth century farm or tenant site. It was occupied 

into the 1950s, - still extant (although not 
necessarily lived in) during the early 1970s, and had 
been removed from the landscape by the 1980s. It 
termJ3 of age alone it li3 questionable if the site meets the 
threshold for National Register eligibility. However, 
even assuming that the site was initially settled in the 
1920s, prior to the downswing in agricultural activities 
in the region, the artifact assemblage is very modest. 
Only 26 artifacts were recovered from the five positive 
shovel tests. No structural remains are present and no 

evidence of below-grade features were encountered. 
Given the nature of mecharrized agriculture in the area, 
it i.9 very unlikely that any shallow piers or other 
architectural remains are likely present. AB a result, we 

do not believe that tb site can address significant 
research questions appropriate for the period. We 

recommend the site not e~gible for inclusion on the 

National Register and recommend no further 
management activities. 
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380R231 

This site was first encountered in and around 
Shovel Teel 34 at elation 149+ 12 on the survey 
centerline. The site is situated on the south side of 

Begonia Road about 3,400 feet southwest of its 
intersection with SC 389 (Ninety Su Road). The 
central UTM coordinates are 481590E 3713400N 
(Figure 13). The site coruists of a dump area of 
primarily bottles and cans in close proximity to the 
road. 

The topography in the site area is very level 
and the elevation li3 about 560 feet AMSL. The site 
area is situated on a terrace between Carolina bays to 
the northwest and southeast, and a tributary of Rocky 
Swamp Creek about 3,000 feet to the south. 

The site area is wooded, with the vicinity of the 
site primarily in more xeric hardwoods and a few pines. 
The surface visibility was about 25%, although many 
bottles and cane were visible above the soil and leaf litter 
(Figure 17). 

A series of three additional shovel teats were 
excavated to the south, only one of which produced 
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materials. This was consistent with the surface scatter 

which exlended in horn the road about 40 feet. Two 
tests were excavated to the east - both were negative, 

again corresponding to the surface saatter, which 
appeared to exlend only 10 or BO feel east of Shovel 
Test 34. An additional four shovel te!lls were excavated 
lo the west, with the bt two positive. Thie exlended 
the site about 60 feel lo the west, off the survey 
corridor. Using the combined shovel tests and surface 
scatter the site measures about 40 feet north~eouth by 
about 70 feet east-west (Figure 18). 

The shovel tests in this area reveal an A 

horizon of dark gray (10YR4/l) sand about 0.6 foot in 
depth ~vedying a very pale brown (10YR7/4) sand to 
about 0.9 foot. Below this, to the maximum depth of 
the shovel tests, about 1.8 feet, was a yellow (10YR7/6) 
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sand. The soil profiles are coruistent with Alpin Sands. 
All of the arnfacts were recovered horn the upper 0.4 
foot of soil. 

The shovel test at Nl50R'.l00 produced 11 
hagmente of clear glass. The tei;t at Nl 75Rl50 
produced eight hagmente of an unidentifiable ceramic 
with a gray body and a white glaze or slip, one Bayer 
A.pirin clear glass bottle, and 17 hagmenls of clear 
glass. The shovel test at Nl75Rl75 produced 13 
fragments of brown glass, seven fragments of green 
container glass, and two fragments of wire. At 

Nl 75E200 we recovered one clear glass bottle, and four 
can fragments. All of these materials are mid to late 
twentieth century. 

No structures are shown at this location on the 
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1951 hi,ihway map and we found no evidence in the 
,hovel tests that th8"e remairui include any structural 
debris. The site appears to represent a refuse deposit or 

dump area in a wooded area on the side of an 

infrequently traveled county road. The recovered 

materials (and thooe not collected) su~gest that the site 
was W3ed horn perhaps the late 1950s through the early 
1970s {there are no new cans or plastic items among 

the debris, suggesting that dumping activity slopped 
around the early 1970•). 

WhJe this •ite might oonceivably contain the 
data sebl suitable to address mercantile patterns or 
consumer choice iBsues, the quality of the data is 
uncertain. Bein.B unable to determine whether these 
remairui reflect multiple hou•eholds, one howehold, or 
perhaps even the remains of an extended family, make 

the researoh problematic. AB a result, we recommend 
the eite . not eligible for inclueion on the National 
Register aod 
recommend no 

Station 359+87 and the central UTM coordinates are 
483390E 3718410N. The site is about 2,400 feet 
northwest of the inlerseolion of SC 3q4 and Dehay 
Drive {a county road) {Figure 14). 

The aite is situated in planted pines on a south 

facing ridge ,Jape. The topography ,Jopes up to the 
north and there is a moderate amount of groundcover, 

with about 25% surface visibility. The nearest water 
source is a tributary of Big Beaver Creek, about 2,000 
feet to the •outhweet. 

With the identification of material. in the 
initial. two ehovel tests spaced 100 feet part, additional 
tests at 25-foot intervals were excavated in order to 

determine the site boundarieB {Figure 19). In all, 21 
shovel tests ';V0te excavated at this site, with seven being 

positive. Baaed on the limits of subeurface materials the 
site is estimated to measure about 160 feet north-eouth 

Table3. additional 
n1anagement 

activities. 

Arlifacte Recovered horn 380R232 

380R232 

Thi, 
•ite was first 
encountereJ in 
Shovel T esls 
222 and 223 
during the 
corridor survey. 
Based on theoe 
two positive teats 

an additional 19 
shovel tests were 

excavated at the 
site, with five 

(plus the original 
two test•) being 
positive. A small 
surface col­

lection was also 
made during the 
study. The Fiite is 
centered. at 
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Artifact• 
N150 
El75 

Whiteware, undeo 
Whiteware, gm Ip 
Y ellowware, annula-r 
P orcelain, white, undec 
Porcelain, white, decal 
Stoneware, bm sg 

Stoneware, gray sg 

Stoneware, Bristol ext 

Ceramics, burnt 
Container glass, clr. 
Container glass, aqua 
Container glass, lt. gm. 
Container glass, blue 
Glass, melted 
Key fragment 
Window g1.,, 
Nail, machine cut 
Hardware, nut/bolt 
UID hon fragments 

3 

1 

1 

Nl75 
El50 

1 

Ip = transfer printed; eg = ,alt-glazed 

Nl75 N250 
El75 El75 

1 
1 
1 

N275 N275 N300 
E150 E17§_ fill§ _pig£~~ 

1 4 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
5 
1 
4 
5 
3 
1 

1 
4 2 17 

2 2 
1 

3 
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Pigure 19. Sketch map of 380R232. 
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by 50 feet east-west and to be confined to the survey 
corridor. 

The shovel tests revealed an Ap horizon to a. 
depth of LO foot comisting of a very dark gray brown 
(2.5YR4/2) sand often mixed with yellow sand and wood 
debris. This was found overlying a light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4) sand which extends to at least LS feet (the 
maximum depth of the shovel tests at this site). All of 
the recovered material. came from the upper 0. 7 to 0. 9 
foot of the tests, representing the Ap horizon. This soil 
profile is coruistent with that of the Fuquay Sands, on 
which the site is located. The shovel tests al.o contained 
abundant charcoal and ash in this upper Ap horizon. 
While this may represent burning to remove a structure 

prior to planting pines, few of the recovered artifacts 
were burned. It is more likely that this repr .. ents 
burning of bulldozed trash piles from previous logging. 
This would also account for the very disturbed soils 
encountered in the shovel testing. 

The artifacts recovered fr.om the site are 
itemized in Table 3. All of the materials appear 
consistent with a ntid-twentieth century site. There are, 

of course, some items that are often aasigneJ earlier 

dates. For example, green transfer printed wh:iteware is 

typically given a date range of 1826-1875, and 
yellowware is often given a range of 1826-1880. Yet for 
both we know that modern equivalents are still being 
produced. Orser and his colleagues, given the nature of 
the site they were working with, expanded the date range 
of yellowware to 1900 and transfer printed whitewares 
to 1925 (Orser et al. 1982:642). Even machine cut 
nails are ,till bsing produced and can be readily aoquired 
at any hardware store .. 

This site is shown on the 1951 highway map, 
but the area had been planted in timber by 197 4, 
suggesting that the site was abandoned probably by 
about 1960. There are a number of arnfacts present at 
the site, but they represent a fairly limited range, with 
only kitchen and architectural remains (as well as the 
one hardware item) being present. The variety of the 
data sets1 therefore, is not great. Nor did the shovel 
tests reveal any evidence of features. In fact, it appears 

that whatever might have been here has been thoroughly 
disturbed by silvsculture. 
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It seems unlikely that the remains are capable 
of addressing significant research questions. 
Consequently, the site is recommended not eligible for 

inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places 
and no additional management activities are 

recommended. 

380R233 

Site 380R233 is situated about 200 feet 
south of Saddlecreek Lane and the site's cenhal UTM 
coordinates are 483150E 3722230N. The site wa. 

first encountered in Shovel Test 316 at Station 
457 +20. The aite is situated on a relatively broad 
,northeast facing terrace about 2,200 feet aouthweet of 
the Edisto River. There are several tributaries of the 

Edisto which run as dose as about 2, 000 feet to the 
site. 

The site is in an area of mixed pine and 

hardwood. Surface visibility is limited to about 10% and 
the ground.cover is moderate to dense -in some areas. To 
the west of the corridor is an area of plum trees, 
probably representing an old orchard associated with the 
site. To the northwest, and off the survey corridor, are 

the burned remains of a structure which is likely 
associated with the materials recovered. At the north 

end of the site there is a single brick pier which appears 
to be in situ, although no other above grade remaillil 
were identified in the immediate area. 

A series of 14 shovel tests were excavated to 
further examine the site. Three were placed to the east, 
three were placed to the south, three to the north, and 
five were excavated to the west (taking the boundaries 
outside the corridor). Of the 17 tests excavated in the 
site area, 10 were positive. Based on these shovel tests, 
the site is estimated to measure about 150 feet north­
south by al least 150 east-west. The site extends outside 
the corridor to the west, and posaibly to the northwest, 
so the total extent of the site is unknown. 

The shovel tests at this site exhibit an A 
horizon of dark gray (10YR4/1) sand about 0.5 foot in 
depth over}y;ng a very pale brown (10YR7/4) sand to 
about 0.9 foot. Below this, to the maximum depth of 
the shovel tests, about 1.8 feot, was a yellow (10YR7/6) 
••nd. The soil profiles are consistent with Alpin Sands. 
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Table 4. 
Artifacts Recovered from 380R233 

Nl50 Nl75 N200 N200 
Arl.i.L.d:s E225 EZ25 El2,o El50 
Whiteware, unckc. 4 3 
Whi.teware, gilt 1 
Container gla1u!I, clr. 2 14 14 4 
Container gk.mi, kn. 2 1 
Container glass, gm. 1 
Container g~, lt, gm. 
Container gk,e, mtlb gbli 
Window gllld~ 2 2 2 
N.J, <oofm, 
NaJ, wire 
Bolt frllgment 1 
Skoo fragment 
Mortar fmgmenb 

Table 4 reveal. the range of material. collected 
from tb site. The collection ;,, dominated by glass, 
suggesting a fairly late date for the assemblage or at 
least that the site had a long occupation span. The 
whltewore ;,, not parlicularly helpful for dating, but the 
one gJt specimen ;,, suggestive of a post-1900 date 
(Or.er et al. 1982:642). The other remains, whJe not 
offering a specific date, are most similar to assemblages 
post-dating about 1940. The 1961 highway map f.Js 
to show tb site, suggesting that it may post-date even 
this. 

Th;,, site does possess a range of data sets. The 
artifacts, like many late btorio assemblages, include 
only kitchen and architecture remains. The site, 
however, does possess at least the one pier feature. 
Nevertheless, given the late date, we are doubtful that 
tb site has the ability to address signilicant research 
questions. By the 1950s agricultural tenancy had been 
greatly reduced in the project area, while there was an 

upswing in cash or day labor. There are a variety of tool. 
for examining tb, most notably the census reronls. We 
do not believe that archaeological studies are particularly 
appropriate. AB a result, we recommend tbs site as not 

eligible for inclusion on the National Reglilter of 
Historic Places. No additional management activities 

are recommended. 

380R235 - Gleaton Famlly Cemetery 

Th;,, site is situated about 600 feet northwest 
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of the intersection of Shamrock (S-279)and Firetower 
roads in the middle of a cultivated field, with a grassed 
two-rut road leading to it from Shamrock Raad. The 
central UTMs are 482250E 3170450N and the 
cemetery ;,, situated about 400 feet west of the survey 
oonidor. 

Th;,, ;,, a farnJy graveyard in use from the mid­
nineteenth century through the mid--ntieth century 
and it includes approximately 30 burials with markers, 
most being "Gleatona . ., The newer monuments are 

dominated by granite, typically dies on bases. The alder 
markers include a variety of different forms, including 
several pedestal tombs (a type of obelisk), typically in 
marble. 

The cemetery ;,, situated on the northeast edge 
of the ridge and was likely placed here not only for its 
elevation, but al.a so that it would be v;,,ible from the 
Gleaton farmstead to the northeast of the cemetery 
(du.cussed below as architectural site 2180128). The 
site is on Dothan soils, although no shovel tests were 
conducted in the ce~etery. 

This site is recommended potentially eligible 

for inclusion on the National Register based on its 
ability to contribute to bioanthropological data 
concerning relatively small Upper Coastal Plain faouly 
populations. The cemetery exhibits considerable time 
depth, sllowing for diachronic studies of the population. 
There are a number of examples of tb type of 



investigation, most 

notably Scurry and 
Rathbun's (lQQl) 
work with a 

colonial population 
in the South 
Carolina low 
countryr as well as 

the exl:ensive 
bioanthropological 
work represented 

by such studies as 
Rose's (1985) 
investigation of an 

African American 
cemetery in 
Arkansas or the 
work by the 
Southeast 

RESULTS 

· Archaeological 
Center at a small 

family cemetery on 

igure 21. Gleaton Family Cemetery, view to the west. 

the Natchez Trace (Atkinaon and Turner 1987). 

The cemetery, through both coffin hardware 
and mark.re, is likely able to address signilicant research 
in status and ethnicity. One interesting example of such 
work includes the research by Goodwin (1981) at 
Lancaster County, Virginia cemeteries. Others are 
presented by Meyer's (1989) edited work Cemwries and 
Grat1£nzark£rs: Voices of A.tnerican Culture. 

Unlike cemeteries eligible under Criteria A, B, 
or C, those evaluate under Criterion D do not need to 
meet the special requiremente of the Criteria 
Consideratioru. The primary issues under Criterion D 
are integrity of location, design, materials, and 

association, with integrity of setting oflen assisting in 

the evaluative process. 

Location refere to the actual physical place. 
This cemetery exhibits integrity of location. It has nol 
been moved and the location is the same as when it was 

first begun - an agricultural field in close proximity lo 
the famJy farmstead. Design, in reference to 
archaeological sites, means the patterning of features 
and areas. This cemetery exhibits very high integrity of 
design. Monuments clearly mark graves, indicated by 

sunken areas. There hae been no bulldozing or other 
disturbance of the cemetery. Integrity of material. 
generally refers to the completeness and preservation of 
the assemblage. There is no evidence of disturbance or 

damage to the cemetery. The stones are in good 
condition and clearly associated with individual graves. 
There is no special concern regarding the .soils - graves 
have been found capable of providing both metric and 
non-metric data in similar soils. Coffin hardware is also 
likely preserved by the sandy soils. Integrity of 
association, under Criterion D, means only that there 
is a clear connection between the research questions and 
the data sets. There are a variety of research questions 

which this cemetery may address, so we believe that this 
association is well established. Finally, integrity of 
setting includea the total landscape, including both 
natural and man-made features. Clearly there has been 
little alteration of the landscape. Much of this area still 
retains a rural agricultural landscape. 

Moreover, the famJy is still tied to the land, so 
it would be very easy to obtain first-hand demographic 
data .concerning the health and other attributes of the 
individuals in the cemetery. This close connection 

between archaeological resource and modern population 

is not always present. In cemetery research H must be 
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considered an especially important bonUB. 

While the site is recommended eligible, ii will 
not be effected by the proposed undertaking and no 
additional management activities are recommended. 

!d~ntified Historic Resources 

No historic resources were identified within the 
proposed corridor. A. e result, this proposed 
undertaking will not have any direct affect on any 
historic structures, sites, or objects in the project area. 

The study did, however, identify one historic resource 
within the 0 .1 mile APE. This fann complex is briefly 
discussed below. 

U/75/0000/2180128 

This farm complex, known as the Gleaton 
farm or the Ralph Gleaton Houae, is situated on 
Shamrock Raad 
(S-279), 1.8 miles 
south-southwest of 
its junction with 
SC 389. The 
postal route 
address is 675 
Shamrock Road. 
The complex is 

situated back 
about 500 feet 
horn the road, just 

within .the 
examined 0.1 mile 
APE. 

The site 

Alterations to the structure include concrete 
bloak infill around the original brick foundation piers, 
a one-room rear addition, decorative shutters added to 

the front facade, and screening on the rear porch. 

Associated with the farmhouse is a two-story 
wood frame ham with a end-to-front gable metal roof 
which is today in dilapidated condition. Also present is 

a wood shed with an end-to-front metal gable roof, with 
shed extensions on the right and left sides. A wood 
frame garage sits behind the hoUBe. Several other farm 
bntldings are in the same complex (Figure 22). To the 
southwest of the farm complex, and assigned nuxnher 
2180128.01, is the Gleaton Family Cemetery, 
previoUBly disOUBsed as 380R235. 

This site has received only minor alterations 
and exhibits considerable integrity of location, as is 

illustrated by Figure 2.2. With additional historical 
research and docuxaentation it is likely that the site has 

consists of a 11/2 

story weather­
boarded farmhouse 
with a cross gable 
roof, built about 
1900. It exhibits a 

iguxe 22. Gleaton farm complex, site uns/0000/2180128 looking northeast. 

centered front gable with textured shingles and the 6/6 
window in the front gable has sidelights. The front door 
also exhibits sidelights and the porch, found on the 
front facade and right elevation, exhibits chamfered 
posts. 
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the potential to be eligible for inclUBion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

The proposed undertaking, however, will be 
situated on the opposite side of the road as the farm 



RESULTS 

complex. Moreover, there is already a powerline 

easement in tbs area, as shown by Figure 22, with a 

pole in the viewshed of the complex. 

The propooed Pooles Mill line wJI be no more 
intnwive than what is a.heady present. Hence, we do not 
believe there will be an impact. Howeverr if possible, we 

recommend that the line be designed to maximize the 
cktance of the poles from the hoU.Be to further assist in 

buffering the viewshed. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study involved the examination of a 9.8 
mJe corridor for Central Electric Power Cooperative 
running from an existing .Aiken Electric Power 

Cooperative substation at the intersection of Juniper 
Street (S-184) and Shamrock Road in western 
Orangeburg County northward aorose Big Beaver Creek 
and the North Fork of the Edisto River, terminating al 
a new Aiken Electric Power Cooperative substation on 
US 178, jUB! within Orangeburg County. The proposed 
corridor, 75 feel in width, is intended for the placemen! 
of single poles, typically about 50 feet in height. As a 
result, the proposed undertaking is anticipated to have 

little visual inlrUBion. An area of potential effect (APE) 
about 0 .1 mJe on either side of the corridor has been 
examined. 

We determined that there were no previous 
archaenlogical sites identified in the study area and that 
there had been no previous architectural surveys in the 

vicinity. Nor were there any National Regli!iter listed 
sites in or adjacent to our study corridor. 

Much of the corridor coruists of wooded 
parcels and, in fact, only approximately 1.99 mJea ware 
sufficiently open and had sufficient surface viaibJity to 
allow a pedestrian survey (conducted in conjunction with 
the shovel lest invealigation). Only about 0 .66 mJe of 
the corridor consists of poorly drained soJ. or araas with 
standing waler, waler lagged soJ., or swamp. The shovel 
testing was conducted at 100 foot intervals with 
pedestrian survey al.a undertaken in those araas with 
good surface visibility. 

Of the four recovered occurrences of cultural 

remaina found in the corridor (380R230-233), three 
represent twentieth century domestic sites and one 
represents a twentieth century road-side trash deposit. 
These sites were evaluated for their potential lo address 
signilicant research questions. All were found lo consist 
of small data sets and in several cases to have suffered 
exteruive damage from silvaculture or other activities. 

As a rernlt, we have recommended none of the sites as 

eligible for inclUBion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. AB suchr no additional management 
activities are reconunendeJ at these sites, pending the _ 

review and concurrence by the lead federal agency and 

the South Carolina State Hllrl:oric Preservation Office. 

Also identified was the Gleaton FamJy 
Cemetery (380R236). This site is recommended 
potentially eligible for inclUBion on the National 
Registar becaUBe of its potential to contribute signilicant 
bioanthropological data on a small Upper Coaatal 
population, as well as to provide research into status and 

ethnicity. 'Tb.ra cemetery, however, is situated outside 

the proposed corridor and will not be affected by the 
undertaking. 

An examination of the corridor and areas 
immediately adjacent to it identified on archltectmal 
site, the Gleaton ferro complex (U/75/0000/2180128). 
This complex, including the Gleaton FamJy Cemetery, 
is recommended potentially eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register with additional historical reaearch. 
We do not believe, however, that the undertaking will 
affeot this farm complex. There is currently a utJity 
corridor in the viewahad and the proposed P ooles MJ[ 
line will not further affect the site .. 

It is possible that archaeological remaina may 
be encountered in the corridor during construction 
activities. As always, the utility's contractors should be 
advised to report any discoveries of concentratioru of 
artifacts (rnch as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) 
or brick rubble to the project engineer, who should in 
turn report the material to the State Historic 
Preaervation Office, or Chicora Foundation (the 
process of dealing with late discoveries is disCUBsed in 
36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No further land altering 
activities should take place in the vicinity of these 
discoveries until they have been examined by an 
archaeologist and, if necessary, have been procesEed 

according lo 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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